This paper presents results from laboratory experiments manipulating the UVR (two levels) and temperature to assess the sensitivity of two diatom species to both factors. The experiment was performed during 120 minutes a single time. The study deals with an interesting topic to phytoplankton ecologists, and tries to clarify a relevant question on the differential photosynthetic responses of the benthic and planktonic species in coastal areas against a scenario of global warming. However I find several problems in the manuscript:
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General comments
This paper presents results from laboratory experiments manipulating the UVR (two levels) and temperature to assess the sensitivity of two diatom species to both factors. The experiment was performed during 120 minutes a single time. The study deals with an interesting topic to phytoplankton ecologists, and tries to clarify a relevant question on the differential photosynthetic responses of the benthic and planktonic species in coastal areas against a scenario of global warming. However I find several problems in the manuscript:
The first impression after reading this manuscript is that it is rather long for the type of study done. The topic is interesting, but this is really a snapshot experiment on two hours on two diatoms species. The most suitable presentation of these results would be/could be as a Note and not as a full length paper. On the other hand, this very short-term experiment, with increments of 10 C in temperature, is very unrealistic. Furthermore, a conclusion like this; "the temperature-mediated UV sensitivities might also have implications for phytoplankton in the future warming oceans" seems to me too much speculative.
My main concern is related to the statistical analysis performed in this study which is not suitable to the experimental design performed and to test the working hypothesis. The authors manipulated two independent factors, so they should do a two-way ANOVA. Also, when authors analysed the effect on variation in the time of the photosynthetic response to light and dim, they should use a RM-ANOVA. Only when they evaluated the temperature effect on the relative UVR inhibition (%), one-way ANOVA is the correct statistical procedure. Moreover, to test their hypothesis, the authors should evaluate the interactive effect UVR and temperature on the two species as well as to quantify the magnitude of these interactive effects. To my impression a wrong test was used. This fatal error determines that the results and discussion must be re-written.
The estimation of the growth rates is confusing. From the description done, it is not easy to understand how was calculated. If I have understood, it was calculated on fluorescence variation in a 1-hour interval of time, so unit cannot be day; Moreover, I think that the fluorescence is not a good proxy of biomass or abundance, therefore these values did not represent an accurate measurement of growth rates; caution should be taken to discuss this result with those from literature generally obtained from changes of biomass or abundance.
In the results section, there is a lack of precision in the description of the results, making them difficult to understand. The authors should consider remove some of the figures (e.g. Fig. 1 and  Fig 2) . I think that the figures should be regrouped in two panels, one per each specie, it could benefit the understanding of the Ms. You should present the results in a more synthetic way. This section presents comparisons among different temperatures and radiation treatments which could not be evaluated by one-way ANOVA, and post hoc analysis, except to the relative inhibition UVR variable. See above
Discussion
Line 260-264. This paragraph is very general; I would like to read something about what is the main contribution of this study.
The discussion, probably will be modified after addressing the points and questions related with experimental set-up and statistical analysis.
